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INDEPENDENT CASE REVIEW REPORT

independent Review conducted by: _

Area(s) of Expertise: (~j fl//L Amp faBcIZ+S,

Review commenced at: /d) ^30 fir (Time) ,
/ JS i 9? (Date)

File#: $5^-300310

Laboratory #(s): 16994 690
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Trial testimony transcripts) of: _
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Laboratory Report(s):

Laborntory Number: /(P9 Z tfOZ0

Materials Reviewed

M^cLq<.f /^laioA^e,

Pages:

Laboratory Number:

Laboratory Number:

Examiner Bench Notes of:

Laboratory Number

Laboratory Number

Laboratory Number:

Date: ft6 IJK z.

Darc:

Date:
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Results of Review

File #; 9S~300370 Item or Specimen # Reviewed: 037 "Q3?

K\*± *t.<2

Review of Laboratory Report(s) and Bench Notes:

Note: Numbered comments are required befow or on

additional pages for any “No" or “Unable to Determine" Responses

1 ) Did the examiner perform the appropriate tests in a scientifically acceptable manner, based on the methods,

protocols, and analytic techniques available at the time of the original examination(s)?

0 Yes O No tanJnablc to Determine

2) Are the examination results set forth in the laboratory* reports) supported and adequately documented in the

bench notes? Q Yes a No Unable to Determine

Review of Testimony:

Note: Numbered comments arc required below or on

additional pages for any “No" or “Unable to Determine" Responses

Q Transcript not available.

3) Testimony consistent with the laboratory' report(a)?

s

4) Testimony consistent with the bench notes?

5) Testimony within bounds ofexaminer’s expertise?
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Comments
(Set forth by above question #, if applicable.

Use “Additional Comments" Sheet, ifneeded)
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Review completed at: /<£. 1 4/ (Time)
, JLjILjJI (Date)

Total lime spent conducting review (to nearest 1/4 hour): ij i'-«s

I hereby certify that I conducted this review in an independent unbiased manner and that the results ofmy review are

fully documented on this report consisting of a total of Ji oages.

(Signature) (Date)
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Additional Comments

(Set forth "by question #, ifapplicable)

File#: 95-300370

On November 14, 2000 Md [requested a clarification on the review previously performed by me on

this case on September 13, 1999. The clarification deals specifically with question #3: 'Testimony consistent

with the laboratory rcpon(s)7" and my assessment that ‘"No” it did not, and with question #4: 'Testimony,

consistent with the bench notes?" and my assessment that “Yes" it did.

The laboratory report, examiner's notes and transcripts from testimony by the examiner on 9/30/92 and on

2/9/93 were again reviewed. My assessment that the testimony wis not consistent with the laboratory report

and is consistent with the bench notes remains unchanged due to the following reasons:

1. the laboratory report stales no hairs like the suspect's hairs were found in Q27-Q37. This includes item

Q33, debris recovered from the victim’s leg by a

2. the examiner’s notes for item Q33 are “Q33- 1 dk b HH CC = K7 K3". Item K7 is the victim's head hair

and item K3 is the suspect’s head hair. The report does not include the information that a hair not like the

victim or the suspect was recovered from the victim In Item Q33, but this hair is clearly documented in the

notes.
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Additional Comments

(Set forth by question #, if applicable)

File#: 95-300370

b6
blC On November 17, 2000 requested a clarification concerning

question #2 and question #4 on the review previously performed by me on this case on September 13, 1999. The

clarification is about the lab report and the testimony (twice) stating that a pubic hair (Qlfi) recovered in debris

from the suspect’s pants microscopically matches the victim’s pubic hair, while the examination notes are

marked “Q18- 1 b PH CO (natroot,telogen) - K7(v)". The question is: since the lab report and testimony do not

agree with the notes on this particular hair comparison, shouldn’t question #4 be marked “NO”?

The laboratory report, examiner’s notes, transcripts from both proceedings and the confirmation note were

again reviewed. It is probable that RQ confused K6 (victim’s pubic hair) with K7 (victim’s head hair) and

wrote the wrong K number in his notes for Q18. The likelihood of this transcription error is increased as the

hair match was apparently confirmed by another examiner.

My assessment ofquestion #4: ‘Testimony consistent with the bench notes?
1 ’ will be changed to "NO” to reflect

this apparent transcription error.
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